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Abstract

Despite pro-environmental attitudes becoming increasingly popular over time, only a few people

actually adapt their behavior accordingly, meaning people acting sustainably mostly remain a

minority. While societal change was traditionally assumed to be predominantly caused by

majorities, recent research suggests that minorities can be crucial in instigating change. This study

investigates the influence of vegan minorities in a social context with or without an opposing

minority. Three conditions were investigated with either a vegan present, a climate change denier,

or both. We hypothesized that the presence of an opposing minority would increase the influence of

the vegan minority, with value in diversity acting as a potential moderator. The sample includes 111

participants mostly from Germany. The results show that the vegan minority was not perceived as

deviant, whereas the presence of the denier led to the group being perceived as polarized when

opposing the vegan, but also when being the only minority present. Generally, the influence of both

minorities on sustainable attitudes and intentions, vegan policy support, and vegan attitudes and

intentions was not significant, nor moderated by value in diversity, as initially hypothesized. Value

in similarity was not found to moderate the effect of the condition either, however the higher the

value in similarity, the higher were sustainable and vegan attitudes, as well as support for vegan

policies. Overall, the findings highlight the complex dynamics of minority influence in

environmental contexts.

Keywords: minority influence, vegan, climate change denier, sustainability, value in

diversity
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From Climate Change Denial to Veganism: The Role of Environmental Minorities in

Promoting Sustainable Practices

To address the pressing challenges of climate change, significant behavioral changes are

necessary (IPCC, 2023). The pathways to mitigate the climate crisis, as suggested by the IPCC

Special Report (2018), include dietary adjustments to rely on less resource-intensive and more

sustainable food sources. With livestock systems currently occupying almost 80 percent of farmland

globally (European Commission, 2022), it is evident that a significant shift toward sustainable diets

is essential. Although the awareness of climate change increases over time and attitudes towards

sustainability are changing, it does not necessarily induce behavioral change (Venghaus et al.,

2022). While some adapt their behavior to be more sustainable, the majority does not drastically

change. An example of such behavior is eating a vegan diet, which was found to have a 70 percent

lower dietary environmental impact compared to eating a diet high in meat (Scarborough et al.,

2023). Nevertheless, most people continue to consume animal products regularly, and the

worldwide consumption of meat even increased by 45 percent when comparing the years 2000 and

2020 (AOK, 2023). In contrast, some countries like Germany are seeing a decline in meat

consumption and an increase in the number of vegans and vegetarians, though vegans still only

make up about two percent of the population as of 2021 (BMEL), remaining a small

pro-environmental minority. In this paper, the term environmental minority refers to individuals

rejecting established majority norms regarding environmentalism. However, the question remains:

When and to what extent can this vegan minority influence the majority to become more sustainable

and change their diets? 

In this context, it is important to recognize that besides pro-environmental minorities such as

vegans, there is a minority on the other side of the spectrum: those who do not believe in climate

change at all. In Germany, climate change deniers make up a total of seven percent of the

population as of 2013, doubting that the climate is changing in the first place, or denying that

humans are the ones causing climate change (Engels et al., 2013).
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The effect of confrontation with deviant environmental minorities, such as those of climate

change deniers and vegans, on individuals’ attitudes and behaviors regarding sustainable practices

remains relatively unexplored. This leads to the research question of this paper: How does the

presence of environmental minorities at different ends of the spectrum (vegan and climate change

denier) impact an individual’s attitude and intention about sustainable behaviors, including

veganism?

Why Minorities are Unlikely to Have Influence

Majorities are influential due to the concept of conformity, where individuals adjust their

attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors to align with group norms (Asch, 1956). This influence stems from a

fundamental human desire for acceptance and the fear of social rejection (Cialdini & Goldstein,

2004). Historically, people tend to follow the majority (Asch, 1956) and generally feel socially

justified in doing so (Moscovici & Lage, 1976), while minorities are generally less likely to have

influence (Kurz et al., 2020; Minson & Monin, 2012). Minorities are especially unlikely to be

influential and instead hamper societal change when they threaten the moral self-image of the

majority (Kurz et al., 2020). The phenomenon of vegans being derogated for threatening

non-vegans’ positive self-view is called ‘do-gooder derogation’, which applies to minorities whose

actions are motivated by virtuous principles (Bolderdijk & Cornelissen, 2022; Minson & Monin,

2012). This is particularly prevalent among those eliminating meat from their diet, leading

meat-eaters to derogate vegetarians or vegans based on the expectation that those deviating from the

norm see themselves as morally superior (Minson & Monin, 2012). This can result in backlash and

resentment as meat-eaters feel morally judged by the minority for not aligning with their values

(Minson & Monin, 2012). Similar effects were observed with other morally motivated groups like

zero-wasters and sustainable innovators, where people were not inspired by the others’ behavior but

felt threatened in their moral self-concept (Bolderdijk et al., 2018). Not only does the do-gooder

derogation not lead to positive behavior change, but it can even trigger responses in the opposite

direction (Bolderdijk et al., 2018).
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Moreover, according to self-categorization theory, individuals categorize themselves and

others into social groups, thus forming an ingroup (‘us’) and an outgroup (‘them’) (Turner et al.,

1987; Turner, 1991). Due to individuals favoring one’s ingroup over the outgroup (Tajfel et al.,

1971), attitudes and behaviors are influenced by intergroup biases (Turner et al., 1987), meaning

minorities that are part of the outgroup are unlikely to have influence on others, or even demotivate

them to change, thus moving away from the outgroup. While this process applies to moralized

minorities such as vegans, it can be applied to minorities in general, including climate change

deniers. If the majority believes that the climate crisis is real, those denying its existence and

therefore deviating from the norm are likely to be seen as the outgroup, also if not threatening the

moral self-concept. Again, they are less likely to have influence on the majority due to not being

part of their ingroup. Thus, when vegans and deniers are perceived as deviant, they are less likely to

be accepted by others, compared to more normative group members.

Minority Influence

Minorities Changing Private Opinions

But does that mean that social norms do not change at all due to minorities? Moscovici

(1976) first challenged the view that majority influence is dominant by arguing that minorities are

also a source of change.   While majority influence is often driven by public conformity due to social

or informational dependence, minority influence leads to private changes in beliefs rather than

public ones (Moscovici, 1980). As groups are not completely homogeneous, there is potential for

divisions and cognitive conflict which are made explicit by deviants who act in consistency, through

which new norms are able to emerge (Moscovici, 1980). A review on the topic of minority

influence on climate change mitigation points out that pro-environmental minorities do encounter

social sanctioning, yet recent literature underscores encouraging findings on how these minorities

can drive societal change (Bolderdijk & Jans, 2021). While minorities can have influence, it is

generally more subtle and indirect, by first changing majority opinions in private, which could later

affect majority behavior (Bolderdijk & Jans, 2021). Applying this to veganism, it means that the
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vegan deviant may influence the majority to change their opinion partly and consider themselves

flexitarian, which has the potential to later translate to behavioral change (Bolderdijk & Jans, 2021).

In case of a climate change denier being the deviant, they might initially prompt someone in the

majority to privately question the consensus on climate change. Over time, this private doubt could

manifest as more public expressions of skepticism. Overall, prior research suggests that minority

influence tends to occur indirectly, manifesting in private opinion changes (Bolderdijk & Jans,

2021; Moscovici, 1980). Yet the wider social context in which the interactions with minorities take

place has to be considered, as well as broader values of similarity or diversity.

Social Context Determining how the Minority is Seen

As self-categorization theory suggests, the prominence of a social identity depends on both

individual characteristics and the context (Turner et al., 1987). Building on this, the concept of

meta-contrast is introduced where an existing identity becomes more salient when differences

between groups are greater than differences within the group (Turner et al., 1987). This means that

the smaller the perceived differences between people and the larger the differences to others the

greater the likelihood of them being grouped together and forming new identities (Turner et al.,

1987). This implies that whether a vegan is perceived as part of the ingroup or the outgroup depends

on the wider social context. Moreover, social norms driven by a minority are more likely to change

when the deviant is seen as a prototypical group member, meaning the person best representing the

group’s defining attributes and distinguishing it from outgroups, which depends on the social

context (Brown & Pehrson, 2019). Furthermore, the term ‘social attraction’ defines the

phenomenon of group members aligning their behaviors with that of the perceived prototype of

their ingroup (Hogg & Hardie, 1992). Other researchers have described similar concepts, such as

the prototype being a frontrunner or identity entrepreneur (Bolderdijk & Jans, 2021; Steffens et al.,

2013). In a group with environmental concerns, a vegan could be seen as progressive and become a

prototypical group member, therefore being more likely to influence other non-vegans. This is

especially likely when a climate change denier is present, too, as the presence of the clear outgroup



MINORITY INFLUENCE OF VEGANS AND CLIMATE CHANGE DENIERS 8

amplifies the distinction between groups of people believing in climate change and those who do

not. Without the denier’s presence, both the vegan and non-vegan groups believe climate change is

real, but in this case, the vegan would be seen as more extreme and thus being deviant from the

ingroup and seen as the outgroup. In the context of the German population having rather

pro-environmental views (Umweltbundesamt, 2023), the vegan minority is more likely perceived as

part of the ingroup and seen as prototypical, especially with the opposing minority present, thereby

having more influence on the other group members who share the belief that climate change is real.

Furthermore, while majority influence can be described as a heuristic process where people

follow the majority without much questioning (Martin & Hewstone, 2003), minority influence

happens deliberately and through a thoughtful process where the individual first changes their

opinion but does not show it to the outside yet (Bolderdijk & Jans, 2021). In the context of having a

vegan minority present, this deliberate process was found to extend to the social realm and change

social norms after having an active discussion and listening to one another (Koudenburg & Jans,

2023). On the other hand, minority influence can follow a more heuristic route through

self-categorization into ingroups and outgroups (Turner et al., 1987). By not solely having the vegan

minority present but adding the climate change denier, the group will be seen as more polarized,

making people feel the need to choose who to side with. In this context, the vegan would not need

deliberation to have influence, if the person choosing sides does believe in the existence of climate

change. Thus, the denier might actually enhance pro-environmental views rather than hinder

progress. Here, our starting assumption is that the denier is perceived as more deviant compared to

the vegan minority. Moreover, the first hypothesis states that the vegan minority is more influential

in a situation where an opposing minority (in the form of a climate change denier) is present.

Value in Diversity 

Another factor to consider that influences the acceptance of deviant perspectives is how

individuals value diversity in interactions (Hornsey et al., 2006). Research has shown that whether

the response to deviant perspectives is positive or negative may vary based on whether groups
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prioritize similarity or diversity (Hornsey et al., 2006; Levine, 1989). While some groups thrive on

uniformity, others value diversity and a plurality of opinions, which defines their group identity

(Hutchison et al., 2011). In these groups, those deviating from the majority views are less likely to

be rejected because group members expect and value diverse opinions and disagreement (Hornsey

et al., 2006; Hutchison et al., 2011; Jans et al., 2019). A recent study by Koudenburg and Jans

(2023) in the context of vegan deviants found that valuing diversity predicts the perception that

adopting a vegan diet challenges the identity of the group, meaning identity is not defined by

commonalities but rather by unique insights. When groups value diversity, they are likely more

open to engaging with, listening to, and thus accepting deviants in their group (Koudenburg & Jans,

2023). Generally, when being part of the ingroup, minority influence is more likely to occur, yet

there is less need to conform if the group values diversity (Koudenburg & Jans, 2023). On the other

hand, for groups highly valuing similarity, deviants can threaten the shared group identity, which is

likely to lead to their rejection and thus not being influential (Hornsey et al., 2006; Turner et al.,

1987). Yet, recent research found that groups with high value in similarity did not reject deviants

but rather quickly shifted the group norm towards the vegan deviants’ views, possibly because they

were perceived as prototypical (Koudenburg, unpublished). Furthermore, it can be argued that the

findings of value in diversity strengthening the vegans’ minority influence could be not due to the

value itself, but rather people scoring high for value in diversity already being more left-leaning and

environmentally friendly. Moreover, values in diversity and environmental values are

self-transcending values, as they emphasize collective well-being and the importance of a diverse

and inclusive society. It has been found that those endorsing self-transcending values exhibited

greater ecocentrism, stronger personal moral norms, and a higher intention to engage in behaviors

that protect the environment (Cheung et al., 2014).

This research aims to shed light on the conflicting findings through changing the social

context by bringing a second deviant with opposing views into the discussion. Finally, it is
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hypothesized that value in diversity will foster minority influence less when both the vegan and

climate change denier are present.

The Present Research

This study extends previous research by not only investigating the effect of the vegan as a

deviant, but also including a climate change denier, and analyzing the effects of their interaction. By

doing so we change the dynamic in the group, allowing us to observe potential effects of minority

influence in a polarized context. The three conditions possibly instigating change are: (1) only a

vegan as minority present in the interaction, (2) only a climate change denier as minority present,

and (3) both opposing minorities present. The three conditions were introduced in scripts of online

conversations where the presence of the minority was manipulated.

Hypotheses

H1. We assume the vegan minority to be more influential in a situation where an opposing minority

(in the form of a climate change denier) is present. 

H2. We hypothesize that value in diversity will foster minority influence less when both opposing

minorities are present.

As the whole process of whether minorities can spark social change and to what extent is

influenced by the group dynamic and the value placed on diversity (Hornsey et al., 2006; Levine,

1989; Koudenburg & Jans, 2023), value in diversity was assessed as a potential moderator.

Moreover, we assessed values as an exploratory measure before the manipulation as biospheric

values might explain whether the influence is due to pre-existing environmental values. To test

whether the minorities were perceived as deviant and understand their role in the group, deviance

and acceptance were assessed, as well as identification with the group. Afterward, the dependent

variables that we assessed included attitudes and intentions towards sustainable behavior and

veganism, and vegan policy support. In doing so, the study aims to explore how the presence of

vegans and climate change deniers influences people’s attitudes and intentions toward sustainable

behaviors.
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Methods

Sample and Design

The majority of the participants were gathered through snowballing on social media and in

personal networks. Next to this, some participants were recruited via SONA, a platform from the

University of Groningen for studies in the field of psychology. They were compensated with 0.4

SONA credits. Other participants did not receive incentives. While 193 people started participating

in the study, the attrition was 65 in total. These participants were excluded due to only having

answered questions assessing the pre-measures but not the relevant questions about the outcome

variables, thus not yet being assigned to a randomized condition. In addition to this, those who

follow a vegan diet (n = 10) or deny the existence of climate change (n = 1) were excluded, as they

are part of the minorities whose influence is being measured. Furthermore, 6 more participants were

excluded based on having completed the questionnaire in under 5 minutes, indicating they did not

thoroughly read all questions and the manipulation text, and whose answers indicated that they did

not pay attention. Given the length and complexity of the survey, it is not feasible to thoroughly

read the manipulation text and respond to the questions in such a short time. Thus, the participants

likely did not pay sufficient attention, potentially skewing the results which poses a risk for the

reliability and validity of the study. The average time it took participants to finish the study, after

excluding three outliers who took much longer, was 21 minutes. After exclusion, the participants of

this study (N = 111) consisted of 79 women, 28 men, two non-binary persons, and two unknown, all

over the age of 18, with a mean age of M = 26.1. The nationality of the majority of participants was

(at least partially) German or living in Germany (n = 92), as the study was conducted in German.

Other nationalities include Austrian and Dutch. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three

conditions of a between-subjects design: vegan (n = 44), climate change denier (n = 38), or both (n

= 29). An a priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1. The analysis was based on an

F-test for ANOVA with fixed effects, specifying a medium effect size (f 2 = .25), an α error

probability of .05, a power of .80, three groups for the independent variable, and a numerator
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degrees of freedom of 2. Based on this, the required sample size is 158 participants. However, due

to the high rate of attrition, our sample size is lower than intended, which may impact the statistical

power of our findings, potentially increasing the risk of Type II errors. To address this, we

performed post-hoc power analyses to estimate the actual power achieved with the obtained sample

size and to interpret the results within this context. Based on the final sample size and observed

effect size it revealed an achieved power of .64, indicating the probability that the study correctly

detected a true effect, meaning the study may be underpowered to detect smaller effects.

Procedure and Experimental Conditions

The study took place online. Prior to participating in the study, all participants provided

informed consent. They were informed that their participation in the research project was voluntary

and that their responses were handled with confidentiality. Values were assessed before as an

exploratory variable, together with conformity. Value in diversity was measured as a potential

moderator, together with value in similarity. Additionally, a manipulation check was assessed to

ensure that the manipulation had the effect as intended, measuring polarization, deviance, and

acceptance. Here, the dependent variable measuring identification with the people from the online

forum was assessed, too. The outcome variables measured in the study are attitudes and intentions

towards veganism and sustainable behavior, and vegan policy support. In the end, to not influence

previous responses, participants were asked what diet they follow (omnivore, flexitarian,

pescatarian, vegetarian, vegan) and whether they believe in (human-made) climate change (yes or

no). Finally, demographic information (age, gender, and nationality) was assessed. After having

completed the questionnaire, participants were debriefed about the study’s aim of investigating the

influence of minorities, specifically focusing on veganism and environmental views. It was

specified that participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions involving either a

vegan, a climate change denier, or both. It was also mentioned that the specific focus on minority

influence was not disclosed during the study to avoid bias and ensure valid results. Descriptive

statistics for the dependent variables and correlations between the measures can be seen in Table 1.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Dependent Variables

N Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 reliability

1. Sustainable attitude 111 5.53 0.66 .87

2. Vegan attitude 109 4.63 1.30 .60** .87

3. Vegan intention 109 4.43 0.92 .46** .82** .80

4. Sustainable intention 109 4.54 0.44 .51** .20* .39** .54

5. Identification 111 4.66 1.12 .13 .26** .28** -.01 -

6. Vegan policy support 109 4.98 1.48 .62** .69** .61** .24* .22* .73

7. Polarization 111 4.39 0.88 .12 .03 -.06 .24* -.25** .08 .84

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Manipulation

For the manipulation, participants read an online chat in a forum on public participation

under the prompt of what can be done in Germany to be more sustainable. Here participants were

randomly assigned to one of three conditions, where their chat included comments by either a

vegan, a climate change denier, or both. The other statements in the chat were the same for each

condition. The first comment was about thinking that the system needs to change before people can,

giving the example of wanting to use public transport more but criticizing the bus only driving once

every hour. Afterward, the online chats differ according to their condition. In the condition with

only the vegan, the second comment was the vegan statement about individuals having control over

their food consumption and that everyone should go vegan to be more sustainable. This was

followed by two statements about how much more emissions are eluded by big companies and other

countries polluting the environment more than Germany. Lastly, the vegan commented again saying

they agree that the system needs to change, but that individuals are responsible for making changes

themselves, too, ending with the following sentences: “Every decision we make leads to destroying

the planet more or protecting it. And by going vegan we help the planet”. Secondly, the condition

with the denier being the only minority present is structured the same way as the first, only

exchanging the comment by the vegan with that of the climate change denier. It entails not buying
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into the hype of climate change but it being part of a natural cycle and thus not seeing any need to

change one’s behavior. After the other majority statements the denier’s second comment states: “I

agree that this is not our responsibility, but I think this is not even a problem to begin with. The

German government should focus on real issues, and not jump on the panic train that is climate

change. We should not change our lifestyle just because some folks think the world is ending. I'm

not buying into the guilt trip”. Lastly, in the condition with both minorities present, the vegan

comment is made by the second user, and the denier’s comment by the third. The statements are the

same as in the conditions where they are individually present. After comments by the non-minority

users, the last two comments are first the denier and then the vegan stating their opinion again,

using the same formulation as in the other two conditions. The original chats in German that were

used in the study can be found in the Appendix Figures 1, 2, and 3.

Measurements

The majority of measures1 in this study assessed the items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging

from 1= completely disagree to 7 = completely agree. The reliability of the measures was assessed

using Cronbach’s alpha. For measures with only two items, the Spearman-Brown coefficient was

used. A threshold of 0.7 indicates acceptable reliability. The reliability of dependent variables is

displayed in Table 1.

Pre-measures

Values & Conformity

The first set of questions assessed the participants’ altruistic, biospheric, and egoistic values,

as well as their conformity values. The values were assessed based on the Environmental Schwartz

Value Survey (E-SVS) consisting of 16 items (Steg et al., 2014). Conformity was measured within

the same set of questions based on Schwarz’s definition of conformity (Castaño & Lino, 2013).

1 We additionally assessed public behavioral intention by asking the following: “Imagine that as a ‘thank you’ for
participating in the online discussion, you get a voucher for food delivery. What would you order?”. The participants
were asked to choose between a vegan meal, a vegetarian meal, a meal with meat, or one with fish. Moreover, right
after reading the chat, participants were asked what they would respond if they were to comment next: “After reading
the blog entry and the other people's responses, what would your comment say? (please write at least 2 sentences)”.
However, as these measures were not central for this thesis they were not assessed in this study.
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Participants rated the importance of the values as guiding principles in their lives on a scale from -1

= “opposed to my values” to 7 = “of supreme importance”, of which four items measured

biospheric values (α = .85).

Value in Diversity

For the second pre-measure, participants were asked questions about how they value

diversity in three items (α = .69), and two for values in similarity (Spearman-Brown r = .46). The

questions used to assess value in diversity include “In groups I value the other’s differences”, or “I

think diversity in beliefs and opinions can strengthen a group”. One of the questions used to

measure similarity was: “I value having things in common with others”.

Measures

Polarization Manipulation Check

Next, manipulation checks were conducted assessing perceived polarization with people in

the chats through a total of nine items asking about the participants’ opinions on whether the users

commenting in the forum were seen as agreeing with each other or not, e.g.: “The people

commenting shared similarities in beliefs and values”, “Most people on the forum think the same

about the topic of climate change”.

Identification

In the same set of questions, identification was assessed with an adapted version of the

single-item social identification measure (SISI) by Postmes and colleagues (2012). The exact

measure used was: “I identify with the other people in the forum”.

Deviance & Acceptance

To measure deviance, the participants were asked separately for all users whether they

deviated from the group and if they were accepted in the group “The opinion of User (1) deviates

from the opinion of the rest of the group” (Jans et al., 2019; Koudenburg et al., 2015). To measure

acceptance for each user from the chat, the question was followed up with: “User (1) is being

accepted by the group”.
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Sustainability Attitudes

We used a shortened version of the (Revised) New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) scale to

examine attitudes towards sustainability (Dunlap et al., 2000). To keep the questionnaire shorter,

only the eight positive items were used, based on research findings stating that the shortened

version of the questionnaire performed as well as when using the full set of questions (α = .78, Zhu

and Lu, 2017). Additionally, sustainable attitudes were measured based on four questions derived

from the EU survey on environmentalism, asking questions such as “More should be done to

protect the environment” (α = .80, Directorate-General for Communication, 2020). Personal

attitudes towards specific sustainable behaviors were assessed via five items asking about opinions

towards recycling, using public transport, using reusable packaging, and saving energy, plus flying

and using cars (reverse coded) (α = .72). Having high reliability when combined, the three scales

were assessed together, see Table 1.

Personal Attitudes & Intentions

Moreover, personal attitudes and intentions towards veganism and sustainable behavior were

measured on the individual and group levels (Koudenburg, unpublished). Six items using the same

behaviors as when assessing personal sustainable attitudes were used to measure intentions towards

sustainable behaviors. We also assessed attitudes towards veganism as well as intentions to eat

vegan via three items asking about eating meat and animal-based products (reverse coded), as well

as eating vegan to assess personal attitudes.

Policy Support

As the last outcome variable, vegan policy support was measured by assessing the following

two questions: “I am in favor of government subsidies for vegan food production” and “I think that

government policies should aim to reduce the consumption of animal-derived foods”.
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics per Condition

Condition Vegan Both Denier

(n = 44) (n = 29) (n = 38)

M SD M SD M SD N

Sustainability attitude 5.52a 0.68 5.55a 0.62 5.53a 0.71 109

Vegan attitude 4.60a 1.31 4.69a 1.13 4.62a 1.44 109

Vegan intention 4.45a 0.90 4.33a 0.93 4.47a 0.94 109

Sustainability intention 4.48a 0.46 4.60a 0.33 4.57a 0.48 109

Identification 5.02b 1.05 4.72ab 1.07 4.16a 1.26 111

Vegan policy support 4.95a 1.58 4.90a 1.19 5.07a 1.59 109

Diversity 5.53a 0.73 5.21a 0.74 5.24a 0.89 111

Similarity 5.75a 0.75 6.12a 0.82 5.74a 0.88 111

Polarization 3.76a 0.63 4.70b 0.73 4.83b 0.85 111

Results

Assumptions

We tested the assumptions of homogeneity and normality. While the assumption of

homogeneity was met for each of the variables, the assumption of normality was only partly met.

This could be due to the sample size only being 111 after exclusion, which led to group sizes of 29

to 44 participants per condition, making it less reliable. This potentially affects the precision of

estimates and the accuracy of the results. Despite the violation of normality, we proceeded with the

analysis, considering the robustness of the ANOVAs, in order to explore potential effects while

accounting for the violation.

Manipulation Check

All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 28. First, we checked if the

manipulation worked as intended by conducting a one-way ANOVA to compare the means of

polarization across the three conditions. The results indicated a significant effect of the condition, so
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which minority was present, on how polarized the group was perceived to be, F(2, 108) = 22.30, p <

.001, η² = .29. Post hoc pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni correction revealed the direction of

this effect. The chat having only the vegan minority present (M = 3.81, SD = 0.66) was perceived as

less polarizing compared to when both opposing minorities were present (M = 4.70, SD = 0.73, p <

.001), as well as when only the climate change denier was there (M = 4.83, SD = 0.85, p < .001).

The conditions with only the denier and with both minorities were perceived as equally polarized, p

= 1.00. As the conditions including the denier were perceived as more polarized compared to the

condition only having the vegan minority present, the manipulation for the group including both

minorities worked as intended.

Going beyond how polarized the groups were perceived to be, identification with the groups

was analyzed using a one-way ANOVA, as it relates to the perception of the deviants. We found a

statistically significant difference in identification with the group depending on the condition

participants were assigned to, F(2, 108) = 6.411, p =.002. A Bonferroni post-hoc test revealed that

identification was significantly higher in the condition with only the vegan (M = 5.05, SD = 1.03)

compared to only the denier (M = 4.16, SD = 1.26, p = .002). Identification with the group including

both minorities did not differ significantly (M = 4.62, SD = 1.07). Thus, participants identified most

with the group where no denier but only a vegan was present.

Moreover, repeated measures analyses using the general linear model were conducted to

assess if the deviants were actually perceived as deviating from the group, see Figure 1. To measure

deviance and acceptance we included the four users in the chat (ignoring user 5 in the opposing

minorities condition) as within subject factor, and condition as between subject factor. User 1 and 4

represent the non-minority members that were rather normative in all three conditions, as well as

User 3 in the first and third condition. User 2 always represents a deviant in the group, so the vegan

in the first and denier in the third condition. In the second condition, as both deviants are present,

User 2 represents the vegan while User 3 represents the denier. The results of the repeated measures

ANOVA indicate no significant main effect of the group member on deviance, F(2, 101) = 1.11, p =
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.33, η² = .02. Still, to see if there might be specific pairs of conditions and group members that

differ significantly from each other, pairwise comparisons using Bonferroni were assessed. In the

condition where both minorities were present, the denier was perceived to be more deviant than

those not being a minority, specifically User 1 (Mdifference = 1.89, SE = 0.31, p < .001) and User 4

(Mdifference = 0.92, SE = 0.33, p = .036), However, the difference was not significantly when

comparing to the vegan (Mdifference = 0.62, SE = 0.36, p = .52). Based on this, the starting assumption

of the denier being perceived to be more deviant compared to the vegan does not hold true, as the

difference is not significant. In the condition with the vegan being the only minority present, the

vegan was not perceived as significantly more or less deviating from the group compared to the

other non-minority group members, namely User 1 (Mdifference = 0.65, SE = 0.28, p = .12), User 3

(Mdifference = 0.23, SE = 0.28, p = 1.00) and User 4 (Mdifference = -0.21, SE = 0.28, p = 1.00). In the

condition where the climate change denier was the only minority present, no significant differences

were found between the perceived deviance of the other non-minority group members either,

specifically for User 1 (Mdifference = 0.14, SE = 0.31, p = 1.00), User 3 (Mdifference = 0.43, SE = 0.31, p =

1.00), and User 4 (Mdifference = 0.51, SE = 0.31, p = .57). Thus, the vegan was not seen as a deviant in

either group they were in, and the denier was solely perceived to be deviant in the group with both

minorities present.
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Figure 1

Differences in Perception of Deviance of Users in the Chat

Next, acceptance of the minorities was assessed the same way to see if the vegan or climate

change denier were accepted more or less in the group. The test of between-subjects effects

revealed a significant main effect of condition on acceptance, F(2, 101) = 7.37, p = .001, η² = .13,

indicating that participants’ levels of acceptance significantly differed depending on the condition

they were assigned to. Pairwise comparisons between the group members and conditions revealed

that the acceptance for both the vegan and denier was rated similarly to the other non-minority

group members when they were the only minority present. However, in the condition with both

minorities present the denier was accepted less than the vegan (Mdifference = -1.04, SE = 0.27, p =

.001), and than the non-minority group members, namely User 1 (Mdifference = -1.58, SE = 0.25, p <

.001), and User 4 (Mdifference = -0.77, SE = 0.28, p = .038). Here, the vegan was accepted similarly to

the non-minority users, specifically User 1 (Mdifference = -0.54, SE = 0.28, p = .35) and User 4

(Mdifference = 0.27, SE = 0.27, p = 1.00). Thus, while the vegan received similar acceptance to the

other non-minority members both in their individual group and when the denier was present, the

denier was only accepted similarly in their own condition. However, the presence of both minorities

together resulted in significantly lower acceptance for the denier.



MINORITY INFLUENCE OF VEGANS AND CLIMATE CHANGE DENIERS 21

Figure 2

Differences in Perception of Acceptance of Users in the Chat

Based on this manipulation and assumption check it can be said that the manipulation for the

vegan did not work as intended, as they were not perceived as deviating from the group. While both

conditions including the climate change denier were seen as polarized, the denier was only seen as

deviating from the other non-minority group members in the condition with both minorities present.

In this condition, the denier was accepted less as well. Moreover, when the denier was the only

minority present, identification with the group was lower. Thus, the manipulation of including the

denier in the second condition generally had the expected effect, except for not being perceived as

more deviant than the vegan.

Main Effects: Moderation Analysis

To investigate whether there is an effect of the condition (vegan, denier, or both) on attitudes

and intentions towards sustainability and veganism, and vegan policy support and whether it is

moderated by participants’ value in diversity, moderation analyses were conducted using PROCESS

in SPSS, see Table 3. The descriptive statistics including standard deviations and differences in

means between conditions are indicated in Table 2.
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Hypothesis 1: Minority Influence on Sustainable & Vegan Attitudes, Intentions & Policy Support

The results of the analysis show that there were no significant main effects of the conditions

on neither sustainable and vegan attitude, sustainable and vegan intention, nor vegan policy support,

see Table 3. Thus, the first hypothesis assuming that the vegan minority is more influential in a

situation where an opposing minority (climate change denier) is present was not supported.

Table 3

Main effects and Interaction Moderation Analysis Value in Diversity

Sustainable
attitude Vegan attitude

Sustainable
intention

Vegan
intention

Vegan policy
support

B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p

Vegan vs both
(C1)

.04 (.17) .79 .08 (.33) .82 .13 (.11) . 23 -.16 (.23) .50 -.12 (.37) .75

Vegan vs denier
(C2)

.02 (.15) .89 .06 (.30) .85 .11 (.10) .28 .03 (.21) .89 .09 (.34) .80

Diversity -.04 (.14) .76 .03 (.29) .92 -.01(.10) .96 -.003 (.20) .99 -.38 (.34) .24

Diversity x C1 .17 (.22) .46 -.23 (.45) .61 .08 (.15) .59 -.28 (.31) .37 .40 (.50) .43

Diversity x C2 .18 (.19) .33 .24 (.38) .52 .14 (.13) .28 .08 (.27) .75 .78 (.43) .07

R square .02 .02 .04 .02 .04

X*W sign. .86 .89 .46 .84 .59

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Hypothesis 2: Effect of Value in Diversity

Furthermore, the moderation analyses using PROCESS did not reveal any effect of value in

diversity nor an interaction between the independent variable of the condition the participants were

assigned to and the moderator of value in diversity in predicting the dependent variables, see Table

3. Thus, the results do not support the second hypothesis stating that value in diversity will foster

minority influence less when both opposing minorities are present.

Exploratory Results

As there were no main effects found from the condition on the outcome variables and

neither for value in diversity as a moderator variable, exploratory analyses were conducted to

explore potential relationships that the moderation analyses may not have captured.
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Moderation Analysis: Controlling for Value in Similarity

Value in similarity was included as a covariate in the moderation analyses to control for its

effects and allow for a more precise estimation of the effects of value in diversity and the condition.

This is done as prior research found that value in similarity affects the acceptance and change

towards vegan norms (Koudenburg, unpublished). The results indicate that the relationship between

the covariate value in similarity and the outcome variables was significant for the dependent

variables sustainable attitude, vegan attitude, vegan intention, and vegan policy support (see Table

4). In other words, higher value in similarity is associated with more pro-vegan intentions and

attitudes, as well as greater support for sustainable attitudes and vegan policies. The interaction

effect between the condition and value in diversity remains non-significant when controlling for

value in similarity (see Table 4). This means that the condition's impact on the dependent variables

is not moderated by value in diversity when accounting for value in similarity.

Table 4

Main effects and Interaction Moderation Analysis Value in Diversity, Covariate Value in Similarity

Sustainable
attitude Vegan attitude

Sustainable
intention Vegan intention

Vegan policy
support

B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p

Vegan vs both
(C1)

-.09 (.15) .54 -.13 (.31) .67 .10 (.11) .23 -.26 (.23) .27 -.33 (.36) .36

Vegan vs denier
(C2)

.01 (.14) .96 .04 (.28) .89 .11 (.10) .28 .02 (.21) .93 .07 (.32) .84

Diversity -.05 (.13) .71 .01 (.27) .96 -.01(.10) .96 -.01 (.20) .96 -.40 (.31) .20

Diversity x C1 .18 (.20) .36 -.19 (.42) .65 .09 (.15) .59 -.27 (.31) .39 .44 (.38) .36

Diversity x C2 .01 (.17) .95 -.001 (.36) 1.00 .10 (.13) .28 -.03 (.26) .90 .53 (.41) .20

Similarity .38 (.08) <.001** .56 (.15) <.001** .08 (.05) .14 .27 (.11) .02* .57 (.18) .002**

R square .21 .13 .06 .07 .13

X*W sign. .61 .87 .71 .65 .41

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Moderation Analysis: Value in Similarity as Moderator, controlling for value in diversity

As the previous exploratory analysis indicates that some effects are driven by value in

similarity, moderation analyses were conducted having value in similarity as a moderator and

controlling for value in diversity as a covariate. The results, shown in Table 5, indicate that value in

similarity has a significant main effect on sustainable and vegan attitudes, as well as support for

vegan policies. Specifically, this means that, while controlling for value in diversity, individuals

who value similarity more tend to have higher levels of these three outcome variables compared to

those who value similarity less. A lack of significant interaction effects (see Table 5) suggests that

the relationship between the condition (vegan, denier, both) and the outcome variables does not

significantly vary depending on participants’ value in similarity. Thus, while value in similarity

independently influences three of the outcomes, it does not change how the condition affects these

variables.

Table 5

Main effects and Interaction Moderation Analysis Value in Diversity, Covariate Value in Similarity

Sustainable
attitude Vegan attitude

Sustainable
intention Vegan intention

Vegan policy
support

B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p

Vegan vs both
(C1)

-.10 (.15) .50 -.03 (.31) .93 .09 (.11) . 43 -.20 (.23) .38 -.16 (.35) .66

Vegan vs denier
(C2)

.02 (.14) .89 .04 (.28) .87 .10 (.10) .31 .02 (.21) .94 .12 (.32) .71

Similarity .37 (.12) .004** .55 (.25) .03* .16 (.09) .07 .24 (.18) .21 .67 (.28) .02*

Similarity x C1 .01 (.19) .94 -.41 (.38) .28 -.01 (.13) .95 -.16 (.28) .57 -.79 (.43) .11

Similarity x C2 -.01 (.17) .98 .35 (.35) .32 -.19 (.12) .11 .24 (.26) .35 .34 (.39) .39

Diversity .003 (.08) .97 -.11 (.16) .51 .08 (.06) .15 -.13 (.12) .27 -.16 (.18) .40

R square .20 .16 .09 .09 .16

X*W sign. 1 .13 .21 .33 .054

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Moderation Analysis: Biospheric Values

Further, to see whether already having pre-existing environmental values might influence

the relationship between the condition and outcome variables, a series of moderation analyses were

performed with biospheric values as the moderator. This context was taken into account as it can be

argued that those scoring high on these pre-existing pro-environmental values are more likely to

support sustainable practices. While no significant interaction effects were found, biospheric values

do lead to higher scores for all outcome variables except for sustainable intentions, see Table 6.

While biospheric values do not explain the relationship between the condition and outcome

variables, having higher biospheric values is associated with a more positive attitude toward

veganism and sustainability, being in support for vegan policies and having more vegan intentions.

Table 6

Main effects and Interaction Moderation Analysis: Biospheric Values

Sustainable
attitude Vegan attitude

Sustainable
intention Vegan intention

Vegan policy
support

B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p B (SE) p

Vegan vs both
(C1)

.04 (.12) .73 .09 (.26) .74 -.20 (.23) .25 -.12 (.20) .53 -.06 (.31) .84

Vegan vs denier
(C2)

.03 (.11) .82 .02 (.24) .92 .02 (.21) .31 .02 (.18) .91 .11 (.29) .71

Biospheric .34 (.06) <.001** .57 (.13) <.001** .02 (.21) .20 .28 (.10) .004** .59 (.15) <.001**

Biospheric x C1 -.03 (.10) .77 -.18 (.21) .39 -.16 (.28) .50 .10 (.16) .53 -.24 (.25) .34

Biospheric x C2 -.02 (.08) .77 .07 (.18) .71 .24 (.26) .98 .08 (.13) .54 .05 (.21) .81

R square .43 .34 .09 .26 .27

X*W sign. .94 .48 .33 .77 .48

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the conflicting findings of

when minority influence occurs, and what role value in diversity plays, taking the social context

into account. This study extends previous research by not solely investigating the effects of a vegan

minority, but adding an opposing minority in the form of climate change denier. In this study, we
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examined how the presence of environmental minorities (a vegan and climate change denier)

influences people’s attitudes and intentions towards sustainable behaviors, including veganism, as

well as vegan policy support. We assumed that the denier would be perceived as more deviant

compared to the vegan minority and hypothesized that the influence of the vegan minority would be

greater when both opposing minorities are present. Furthermore, we hypothesized that value in

diversity would foster minority influence less when both opposing minorities were present.

The starting assumption of the climate change denier being perceived as more deviant was

not directly supported by the results. While the denier was seen as more deviant than the

non-minority group members, they were not seen as significantly more deviant than the vegan.

Moreover, neither the denier, nor the vegan were perceived as deviants in the conditions where they

were the only minority present. In the group with both minorities present, the denier was also

accepted less.

Additionally, participants identified least with the group from the condition with only the

denier minority being present. When combining the knowledge from these findings, it can be

concluded that while the denier was not explicitly perceived as more deviant, their presence still

negatively impacted acceptance and identification. The vegan, on the other hand, was not perceived

as deviant, and was accepted similarly to the users who were not part of a minority. This contradicts

prior research of vegans being derogated as they are a moralized minority (Minson & Monin, 2012).

The idea that the presence of an opposing minority in the form of a climate change denier

leads to a more polarized context was supported by the results. This means that changing the social

context by introducing an opposing minority does lead to an increase in the perception of

polarization. However, not only the group including both minorities was perceived as polarized, but

also the group where the denier was the only minority. Thus, the inclusion of the climate change

denier to oppose the vegan was not what led to the group being seen as polarized, but solely the

presence of the denier was sufficient to do so.
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We assumed that the vegan minority is more influential in the presence of a climate change

denier. This was based on self-categorization theory, where people categorize others and themselves

into in- and outgroups, heightened through the group being perceived as polarized (Turner et al.,

1987). Here, the likelihood of minority influence occurring increases when the minority is seen as

part of the ingroup (Turner et al., 1987). Further, prototypicality of the minority influences whether

they are seen as part of the ingroup or not. Due to the denier posing a clear outgroup for people

believing climate change is real, it was argued that people are more likely to choose to side with the

vegan, wherefore the influence would be larger in the condition with both vegan and denier present.

As previously mentioned, the denier was perceived as more deviant than the non-minority group

members in the condition where both minorities were present, but the vegan was not. Here, the

group was also perceived as polarized. Moreover, only in this group the denier was accepted less

compared to all other users in the group, including the vegan. This indicates that when both

opposing minorities were present, the denier was perceived to be part of the outgroup, whereas the

vegan was seen as being a member of the ingroup. Based on our previous argumentation, this

should have led to the vegan having more influence when the denier was present, too. However, this

was not the case, as the condition participants were assigned to did not influence the outcome

variables. Further investigation is necessary in understanding the effects of the social context,

specifically of having the different minorities present, on the occurrence of minority influence.

Furthermore, we investigated the role of value in diversity as a potential moderator.

Research found that in groups valuing diversity, vegan influence was more likely to occur (Hornsey

et al., 2006). This is due to those valuing diversity being more open to diverse opinions, while those

valuing similarity are more likely to reject deviants to maintain group cohesion (Hornsey et al.,

2006). However, while those valuing diversity are more accepting of people having different views,

they do not feel pressure to conform to a homogeneous group again (Koudenburg & Jans, 2023).

This is more likely to occur when there is not solely one person deviating from the group, but two

with rather opposing views. Since value in diversity entails openness to other perspectives,
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including those deviating from one’s own views (Koudenburg & Jans, 2023), it is hypothesized that

high value in diversity decreases the effect of vegan influence when both minorities are present.

However, we did not find support for this, which does not align with findings from previous studies.

Value in diversity was also manipulated in another longitudinal study, finding a gradual change in

vegan and vegetarian viewpoints (Koudenburg, unpublished). A key difference between these

studies and the current research is the methodology: the previous studies actively manipulated

participants’ value in diversity, while this study solely measured it. The differing outcomes could

potentially be explained by this difference, meaning that manipulating value in diversity might have

a more profound impact on participants’ openness to minority influence, effectively priming them

to be more receptive to diverse perspectives. In contrast, simply measuring pre-existing value in

diversity might not capture the dynamic shifts in attitudes and intentions that can be facilitated

through direct intervention. However, the longitudinal study found that minority influence happened

gradually, and could not be seen immediately (Koudenburg, unpublished). Thus, a longitudinal

design might shed light on whether value in diversity actually has no significant moderation effect,

or whether it were to happen after some time. Furthermore, the longitudinal study found effects of

value in similarity leading to a rapid change in group norms and behaviors towards the direction of

the vegan. This fast change was said to occur due to conformity, which, while it was measured, was

not analyzed in this research. Thus, future research could investigate how conformity processes

interact with valuing similarity and diversity to better understand minority influence.

When controlling for the effects of value in similarity by including it as a covariate in the

moderation analyses, we still found no effect of value in diversity. However, the results indicated

that higher value in similarity is associated with more pro-vegan intentions and attitudes, as well as

greater support for sustainable attitudes and vegan policies. When investigating the effect of value

in similarity as a moderator while controlling for value in diversity, we again found no interaction

effect, meaning valuing similarity does not change how the condition affects the outcome variables.

Our findings go against the argument stating that prior research finding a positive relationship



MINORITY INFLUENCE OF VEGANS AND CLIMATE CHANGE DENIERS 29

between people scoring high on value in diversity and environmental attitudes could be due to the

values being self-transcending. Instead, those who value similarity can also have strong

pro-environmental and vegan attitudes, challenging the idea that only self-transcending values like

valuing diversity lead to an increase in sustainable attitudes. Additionally, the findings are in

accordance with the previous longitudinal research where groups valuing similarity shifted rapidly

towards veganism and sustainable attitudes (Koudenburg, unpublished).

Another exploratory analysis was conducted to explore the effect of having pre-existing

biospheric values on the outcome measures. The higher people’s biospheric values, the more

positive their attitude toward veganism and sustainability, support for vegan policies, and vegan

intentions. This highlights the importance of intrinsic environmental values in shaping attitudes and

intentions toward sustainable behaviors. Moreover, these already existing values might be stronger

than reading someone else’s opinion on the topic, potentially explaining why the conditions did not

affect the outcome variables, but biospheric values do. Still, we argued that pre-existing attitudes,

such as being pro-environmental, could affect minority influence by viewing the vegan as

prototypical rather than deviant. While the vegan was indeed not seen as deviant, prototypicality

was not assessed in this study. Also, the previous line of argumentation suggested that if that were

to be the case, minority influence would occur, which goes against our findings. Directly measuring

prototypicality could help further understand the complex interplay between the pre-existing values,

minority influence, and sustainable behavioral change.

Moreover, this study only investigated attitudes and intentions, but not actual behavior. As

the intention-behavior gap suggests, it is much easier to say one will behave a certain way, but it

takes much more effort to actually follow through (Sheeran & Webb, 2016). As stated in the

introduction, this was also found for sustainability, where awareness increases and attitudes are

changing to be more pro-environmental, but this does not necessarily lead to change in actual

behaviors (Venghaus et al., 2022). For this study, it could be argued that the majority was rather

pro-environmental in general, so they already had sustainable beliefs but are not vegan themselves.
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Thus investigating behavioral change could offer insights on actual minority influence. However,

exploring behavior instead of intentions comes with many challenges, including feasibility and

practical limitations such as having higher costs, time constraints, self-reporting biases, or ethical

concerns.

Limitations & Future Research

A limitation of our research is that the sample size is small, meaning it is slightly

underpowered. This increases the risk of Type II errors, meaning that relevant differences or

relationships might not be detected, thus seeing non-significant findings. Here, utilizing a larger

sample size would enhance the generalizability and statistical power of findings, allowing for more

robust conclusions about the impact of these values on sustainability and vegan attitudes and

intention, as well as related outcomes. Furthermore, the effect of the manipulation might not have

been strong enough to lead to significant differences in results. This could explain the climate

change denier not being seen as more deviant than the vegan, as well as the minorities’ perception

as non-deviant when being the only minority present. Also, the manipulation not being strong

enough could explain why the effect of the condition, and thus the minority, was non-existent and

instead overshadowed by factors such as biospheric values. However, this could be solved by

making the deviants more extreme in their arguments, or studying actual interactions instead of

reading online-chats. Moreover, as previous research found different results of value in similarity

and diversity over time, longitudinal research on this could shed more light on the implications of

minority influence depending on the social context, also capturing long-term effects. Additionally,

investigating conformity dynamics within groups that highly value similarity, which was measured

but not analyzed in this research, could provide insights into the mechanisms underlying rapid norm

shifts observed in response to minority influence. This would help our understanding of why the

shift towards sustainability or veganism happens. Experimentally manipulating value in diversity

and similarity to examine their causal effects could be beneficial, as it might increase the strength of

the effect, leading to more meaningful results. As the study does not investigate behaviors but
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instead focuses on attitudes and intentions, no real minority influence that has positive effects on the

climate were measured. As mentioned in the beginning, attitudes are already shifting to be more

pro-environmental, but behavior change is what is needed (Venghaus et al., 2022). Moreover, future

research could benefit from investigating whether the minorities are seen as prototypical to gain

better understanding of underlying processes when minorities are influential. Lastly, we recommend

future studies to continue to explore the influence of the social context by including multiple

deviants to test for polarizing effects, which was done by having one condition with both a vegan

and a climate change denier present. This could broaden our understanding of when and how value

in diversity and similarity facilitate or hinder group adaptation and decision-making processes, and

if opposing deviants, which on first glance seem to lead to shifts in the opposite direction, might

actually increase pro-environmentalism.

Conclusion

While many people shift their opinion and attitudes to be more pro-environmental

(Venghaus et al., 2022), more drastic changes are needed to combat the climate crisis (IPCC, 2023).

Understanding the dynamics of how this change can be induced by those already living more

sustainably is crucial. This study offers insights into the complex topic of minority influence, taking

the social context of opposing environmental minorities into account. By not only investigating the

influence of a vegan minority but also including a climate change denier, the group was perceived

as more polarized which opens the possibility to investigate the influence of the social context

more. The vegan and denier minorities were both not perceived to be deviant in the group where

they were the only minority present. However, in the condition including both, solely the denier was

seen as deviant, whereas the vegan was not perceived to be deviant here either. Contrary to previous

findings, we did not find support for value in diversity impacting whether minority influence occurs

or not. Instead, we found that those valuing similarity also had strong sustainable and vegan

attitudes, challenging the idea that only self-transcending values like valuing diversity lead to

increased sustainable attitudes. The findings potentially align with prior research where minority
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influence was found to occur gradually when diversity is valued, and rapid if similarity is valued.

Moreover, biospheric values play a significant role in shaping pro-environmental attitudes and

intentions. While our findings contribute to the understanding of minority influence and the role

value in diversity versus similarity plays, they also underscore the complexity of these processes

and the need for further exploration of the impact of social context. Overall, this highlights the need

to leverage diverse perspectives and values in driving effective action toward becoming more

sustainable on a global scale.
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Appendix

Figure 1: Condition 1 Vegan
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Figure 2: Condition 2 Both
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Figure 3: Condition 3 Denier


